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ERRATA

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
WILLIAMS PIPE LINE COMPANY'S PROPOSED
MASON CITY, IOWA TO COTTAGE GROVE, MINNESOTA

PIPELINE PROJECT

Page 1

First Paragraph, Line 1: Revise to read "Williams Pipe Line
Company, a unit of The Williams.....

Pirst Paragraph, Lines 8 and 9: Revise to read "This pipeline
will be utilized primarily in the transportation of crude oil,

but can also be utilized to transport refined petroleum products,

LPG, and...."

Page 6

First Full Paragraph, Line 8: Change "Sections 24 and 25" to
"Section 26 and 27."

Second Full Paragraph, Line 8: Change " (1971)" to " (latest
edition) ."

Page 8

Third Paragraph, Line 4: Revise sentence to read "A 50 foot
width will be used for...."

Page 13

Second Paragraph, Line 2: Change "June"to"July."

Page 14

First Full Paragraph, Line 5: Change "maximum" to "minimum".

Page 21

First Full Paragraph, lines 4 and 5: Revise to read "....pipe
will be utilized at the Mississippi River crossing."




First Full Paragraph, Line 7: Changé "maximum" to "minimum."

Page 42

First Partial Paragraph, Line 3: "100" should be "1000."

Page 70

"

First Partial Paragraph, Line 4: Third word should be "crappie.

Page 73

Second Full Paragraph, Line 5: Next to last word should be
"closest."

Page 80

First Full Paragraph, Line 8: Change "and" to read "along with."

Page 84

First Full Paragraph, Line 4: Last word should be "revegetate."
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XII DRAFT EIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

IMPACT ON AQUATIC BIOTA

The Williams Pipe Line Company has completed nego-
tiations with Northern States Power Company to locate the pro-
posed pipeline crossing of the Mississippi River at approximately
river mile 525.4 and parallel to an existing high voltage
transmission line. This crossing represents the alternative
discussed in the Impact Section (III), Impact on Agquatic
Biota,presented on page 95 of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). As noted in the DEIS, the potential for
local soil erosion impacts is greater for this alternative.

No other impacts have been identified to further distinguish

between the alternative crossings.

' NOISE IMPACTS

Sources of noise during construction of the proposed

pipeline would include heavy machinery for ditching, earth

‘moving and pipe handling. Examples of equipment that would be

used include welding machines, bulldozers, and ditching equipment.
Other sources of noise may include power saws during vegetation

removal and large trucks at the construction site.

Operation noise would be contributed by automobiles,
trucks, bulldozers, and welding equipment. The welding machines,
ditching outfit, and all vehicles would be equipped with standard
mufflers. The following table lists the average sound levels for

noise sources associated with the proposed action.
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Source Average sound level dBA at 50 ft.

Bulldozers (wheel & track) 87
Loaders (wheel & track) 79
Chain saws 83

The noise would be comparable to that experienced with
road construction equipment. Operations of ditching equipment
would proceed along the right-of-way at a rate of nearl& one mile
per day. The remainder of the equipment would probably not be
at any one site more than a week and a half. The only noise
receptor identified along the construction route that may be
particularly sensitive to these impacts would be Beaver Lake
County Park. Mitigation of this potential noise impact would be

through limiting of construction to weekdays.

ATR QUALITY IMPACTS

Control of fugitive dust during construction phase would
be the responsibility of the contractor. Given the expected
rate of construction, the amount of dust generated at any one
location would not be expected to exceed that comparable to
most agricultural practices of harrowing or discing in the

summer.

A public meeting was held on 9 February, 1977 in
the City of Owatonna at which time the following comments

and questions were received.




A. ALVIN KRAUS

Comments

1. How will pipe be hauled to the site?

2. Who pays‘when the county has to repair roads damaged by

trucks hauling the pipe?

Response

1. Pipe will be hauled to the site on trucks. Contractors
hauling pipe would be required to use equipment compatible
with local road weight limits and requirements. The Williams
Pipe Line Company would ensure that any damages are settled

in its contracts for the work.

B. ORVILLE FRATHAM

Comments

1. Who will actually do the work, such as tile'repair?

Resgonse

1. The contractor'to the company would do the work or sub-
contract it to a tiling firm. Tile repair would be to the
satisfaction of the landowner. A tile inspector for the
Williams Pipe Line Company would inspect the work and

require a release from the landowner.
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C. GERALD SOUBA

Comments

1. How will farmers be compensated for crop losses?

Response

1. The landowner or tenant would be compensated by the Williams
‘Pipe Line Company for damages sustained and at the value of

the crops damaged.

D. DAVE SEVERSON

Comments
1. Will work go on near Beaver Lake County Park during the

weekends?

Resgonse

1. See previous discussion under noise impacts in this addendum.

E. SILBAN PRIBBLE

Comments
1. 1Is there any restriction on building outside the right-

of-way?

2. Is there a 50 foot no-build strip?
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Response

1. Building within the normally maintained right-of-way would

be restricted in accordance with the easement.
In addition to comments received at the public meeting,
a number of written comments were later submitfed. These written

comments are provided with responses as follows:

I. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR: FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

No response necessary

II. MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Resgonse

Concur. The proposed pipeline would cross, in addition to
those listed, Trunk Highways 19 and 60 in Rice County and
Trunk Highway 50, 3, and the combined route of 52, 55, and

56, in Dakota County.

Correction of terminology. . Highways listed in the
Draft EIS as "federal highways" should be listed as "trunk

highways".
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ITI. MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COUNCIL

Response
At full projected (future) capacity, additional

electric pumps would have to be added at Albert Lea, between
Albert Lea and Faribault,'and>possibly Rosemouht. New pumps
would be 4160 volts. These stations would require construction
of electrical service lines to the site. It is unknown at this
time what new lines would be required or what type of power
grid is available in these locations. The only additional use
of land that would be required would be at the station between
Albert Lea and Faribault. If that station were built, it would

require approximately one to five acres.

Although it would be desirable to locate the "midway"

rd

station at the hydraulic midpoint, the specific location could

be within one mile on either side of the midpoint. Because of

flexibility in locating the station, no significant environmental

impacts would be anticipated by the addition of this facility.

Present plans call for a construction period of four

months, commencing June 1, 1977.

IV. MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Response

The operating temperature of the proposed pipeline

would not exceed ground temperature by more than 5 degrees.
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Summer and winter operating temperatures would range from 65-
70°f and 40 to 450f, respectively, depending on ambient soil
temperaturevand frost conditions. Although a several degree
increase in temperature may occur at the pumping stations, the
crudé 0il would reach ground temperature again within 2 or 3
miles, for an 18" line. The difference in temperature between
the pipeline and surrounding soils could not be detected at the

surface.

The maximum allowable operating pressure is 110 per=
cent of the design operating pressure, or 1595 psi. The line
would be pressure tested at 125 percent of the design operating

pressure, or 1813 psi.

The proposed pipeline would parallel existing pipelines
for 89 percent of'the total route. In agricultural areas of
southeastern Minnesota the proposed pipeline would parallel three
existing pipes, a 12" line and two 6" lines, except for 20 miles
north of Albert Lea wheré there are two existing pipes, the 12"
line and one 6" line. Only those lines constructed after 1970
were required to provide a 30 inch depth of cover in agricultural

areas. As a result, these existing lines have a variable depth

'of cover from 24 to 30 inches. To maintain 42 inches of cover

the proposed pipeline would have to be placed 12 inches below
the top of the adjacent 12" lines and would require a trench

at least 5 feet deep.



This additonal excavation would require removal of at
least 13,200 cubic yards of additonal soil per mile of line not
including the additonal volumes involved if the trench muét be
oﬁtsloped or stabliized in cohesionless soils. For the length
of the proposediline the additional excavation required to provide
42 inches of cover as opposed to 30 inches, would be at least

1.7 million cubic yards of soii.

The proposed pipeline would have a greater than 30"
depth of cover for portions of the 3 mile diversion around
Albert Lea. In these cases, the company would be lowering the
elevation of the pipe to accommodate specific tiling installations
at the request of the landowners or tenants. Placing the

proposed pipeline at a greater depth than the adjaéent lines for

‘the entire route would represent a greater potential interference

with future tiling operations. The impacts of less than 42"
of cover on the additional right-of-way for the proposed pipeline
would include potential limitations on deep subsoilings or

similar types of agricultural practices in the future.

Regulations of the U.S. Department of Transportation,
Office of Pipeline‘Safety, specified a 30" minimum depth of
cover for pipelines in agricultural areas. The depth of cover
on operating lines is subject to on-the-ground inspection by

the agency on a periodic basis.

V. METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

No response necessary.
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VI.

GREY CLOUD TOWNSHIP, WASHINGTON COUNTY

Response

1.

The Metropolitan Council and Washington County have designated
portions of Grey Cloud Township for regional parks. Portions
of Grey Cloud Township also have a high potential for in-
clusion as part ' of a national recreation area, as reflected
in both county and metropolitan plans. There is little

doubt the reclamation of the quarry offers the potential
development of an outstanding recreation area. After cross-
ing the Mississippi River at the NSP high voltage transmission
line, the proposed pipeline would parallel an existing pipe-
line around the quarry, and into the Cottage Grove Tank

Farm. The proposed pipeline would not be expected to present

any additional obstacle to developing a park at the quarry.

The U.S. Corps of Engineers maintains a 9-foot channel in
the Mississippi River off Grey Cloud Island for commercial
navigation. Grey Cloﬁd Channel, although not maintéined for
commercial navigation, is suitable for naviagation for
fishing and certain types of pleasure boating. The pro-
posed pipeline would not interfere with any of these forms

of navigation or river use.

All rivers and streams in Minnesota were classified as
"general development" in 1971 unless they were trout

streams or wild and scenic rivers. Grey Cloud Channel
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could be reclassified to "natural environment" by the
Department of Natural Resources if requested to do so
by the county and presented with appropriate supportive

materials.

By crossing the Mississippi River at the NSP transmission
line, the proposea pipeline would cross vegetation types
associated with that right-of-way. These include the
vegetative types common to floodplain forests and type I
wetlands, such as willows, hackberry, silver maple,’birch,
cottonwood, prickly ash, sumac, hazel, raspberry and goose-

berry.

A consultant to Williams Pipe Line Company would employ a
qualified archeologist to work with a representative of

ﬁhe Minnesota Historical Society and prepare a report on
those areas of possible historical significance (including
the Larsen Floodplain) along the pipeline route. Williams
Pipe Line Company would pay for this work. On the basis of

the report, the company will adjust this pipeline route to

preserve the historical resources of these areas.

See response, Minnesota Department of Agriculture, concern-

ing federal inspection of the proposed pipeline operations.




Erosion control practices that would be employed during
construction and maintenance of the proposed pipeline are
discussed in the Draft EIS, Section IV. These practices
are designed to minimize top soil loss. Cultivated lands
would be returned to tillable condition after the pipe-

line was constructed.




United States Department of the Interior

IN REPLY REFER TO:
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Federal Building, Fort Snelling LWR
Twin Cities, Minnesota 55111
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Mr. Alan Wald

Division of Waters

Minnesota Department of Matural Resources
Centennial Office Building

St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Mr. Wald:

This Tetter is in response to Mr. Richard J. Myshak's letter of Janu-
ary 25, 1977, regarding a draft environmental impact statement for the
Williams Pipeline Company's proposed Mason City, Iowa, to Cottage Grove,
Minnesota, pipeline project.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the document and find
that it adequately describes the impacts of the proposed project on fish
and wildlife resources.
Sincerely yours,
! P i : ,r‘/\ . _' "! v
gf"/t »4/Q4} f"\’;‘l‘gb’&

Donald F. La Points
Acting Assistant Regional Directer
Eavironmeat

cc: Regiohal Director, BOR, Ann Arbor



STATKE OF MINNESOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COUNCIL
CAPITOL SQUARE BUILDING
550 CEDAR STREET
ST. PAUL, 55101

February 25, 1977

Mr. Alan Wald

Department of Natural Resources
3rd Floor Centennial Building
658 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55155

RE: Comments on Williams Pipeline Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Wald:

The State Planning Agency (SPA) staff has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the proposed Williams
Pipeline project between Mason City, Iowa and Cottage Grove,
Minnesota. Comments and questions for those topics needing
clarification are as follows:

1) Present plans are to utilize electric motors as
prime movers on the pumps. With planned increases
in pipeline capacity, power additions will also be
necessary. How much electrical energy will be
required for the pumps at the different projected
levels of pipeline capacity? How will this energy
be supplied? Will any new energy facilities or
powerlines be required? What environmental impacts
might result?

2) The anticipated construction schedule indicates
two different starting times. Page 8 shows a June
to October schedule and page 13 1nd1cates the
starting time as July.

The staff appreciates the thorough presentation of information
and the comprehensiveness of the data in the text of the DEIS.
If you have guestions on these comments, please contact me

or Howard Hoganson at 296-8255.

Sincerely, .
Yilar 7 Pt

William P. Middleton
Environmental Planner

WPM/dh

""AN EQUAL QOPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"'
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STATE OF MINNESOTA

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
STATE OFFICE BUILDING

SAINT PAUL, MINN. 55155

TELEPHONE: (612) 296-_.76_86___

March 3, 1977

Michael O'Donnell, Acting Commissioner
Department of Natural Resources
Centennigl Office Building

St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Mr. O0'Donnell:

Our Department has had an opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on Williams Pipe Line Company's proposed Mason City,
Iowa to Cottage Grove, Minnesota pipeline project. On the whole, we
feel that it is a good document which accurately reflects most of the
impacts which can be anticipated from a project such as this. However,
there are a few additional items which we feel must be added in order
to more accurgtely reflect the impacts which this line might have upon
agriculture.

Pirst, we were not able to find any reference in tae Draft EIS to the
operating temperature of this pipeline. DBecause of the possibility of
subsoil moisture evaporation due to increased soil temperatures resulting
from the line as well as the possible impact which warmer soils will have
on the growth of crops immediately above and adjacent to the line, we
would suggest that this document indicate a maximum temperature which
products moving through this line will reach as well as the maximum
temperature anticipated for soils within 1 foot of the line.

Second, we feel that this document should indicate the maximum allowable
operating pressure and the anticipated operating pressure of this pipeline.

Third, although the issues of tiling is discussed in the EIS, our
Department feels that the impacts which will be experienced by the
agricultural operators along this pipeline are understated. Our
Depariment is not convinced that a cover of 30 inches in agricultural
land will sufficiently protect the pipeline and the farmer. Deep

tilling practices such as subsoiling, interference with drainage tiling,
and wind erosion of topsoils reducing the minimum cover are issues which
we feel warrant a minimum depth of 42 inches in agricultural areas. In
addition, we have no means of anticipating what farming practices will be
in the future. A nominal cover depth of 30 inches may very well preclude
these farmers from implementing new farming technigues and equipment in
the future.

ENJOY THE HIGH QUALITY AND INFINITE VARIETY OF MINNESOTA FOODS

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

P



Michael O'Donnell March 3, 1977
Department of Natural Resources Page 2

These three issues we feel warrant additional consideration in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement. We appreciate the opportunity
of reviewing this document and providing your Department with our
comments. If we may be of any additional assistance to you please
feel free to contact us.

Vi

Randall D. Young
Planning Division

RDY:vf

)
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

g Transportation Building, St. Paul, MN 55155
&)
OF TR Room 813
Phone

296~

O
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Harch &, 1977

Alan Wald, Senior Hydrologist
Division of Waters

3rd Floor Centennial Office Building
653 Cedar Street

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

In reply refer to: 700
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Williams Pipeline

Dear Mr. Wald:

Our Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Williams Pipeline proposal, We wish to offer the following
comments relating to transportation,.

The only effects on transportation facilities appear to be at those
locations where the pipeline crosses roads, railroads or airport
lands.

As stated on page 21, the draft document does acknowledge
for all highway and railroad crossings will be obtained. he report
also states that the project will require boring rather than trench-
ing at trunk highway and railroad crossings, and that the pipeline
will be casaed in these locations. 3le concur that these recuirements
will adecuately provide for maintenance of these transportation
services throughout the construction period.

t
T

In Section II, under existing land uses, references thereto are made
on a County basis. Highways being traversed in Freeborn and Steele
Counties are correctly identified. 2ice Zounty should add Trunk
Highways 19 and 60 to those highways listed. Dakota County makes no
reference to highways, and so to be consistent, should include the
crossings of Trunk Highways 50, 3 and the combined route of 52, 55
and 56.

An Equal Opportunity Employer

E®

hat permits



Page Two
M, Alan Wald
March &4, 1977

In future documents, in discussing highways we would appreciate the
use of terminology used by our department. There are no ""federal
highways't, tate highways as well as those with a U, S. designation
are referred to as trunk highways (TH). Other roads may be under
the jurisdiction of townships, citiess and counties.

We appreciate this opportunity for review. If you have any cuestions
regarding our comments, please contact Terry Hoffman, Environmental
Policy Section at 296-7974,

Sincerely,

é.;z/%ﬂ/

Harry A. Reed
Deputy Commissioner
Bureau of Policy and Planning
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300 Metro Square Building, 7th Street and Robert Street, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 Area 612, 291-6359

March 1, 1977

Mr. Richard J. Myshak

Assistant Commissioner

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Centennial Office Building

St. Paul, MN 55155

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Williams Pipeline Company's
Proposed Pipeline Project
Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 4204

Dear Mr. Myshak:

At its meeting February 24, 1977, the Metropolitan Council con-
sidered the above draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The Apple Valley segment of the proposed pipeline and its Cottage
Grove terminal point are within the 1990 Metropolitan Urban Service
Area. The remainder of the proposed right-of-way is either in

the General Rural Use or Commercial Agriculture Areas. The pro-
posed pipeline is consistent with the Development Framework. Con-
struction related environmental impacts will be of short duration
and design and practices for spill control are good. The proposed
Mississippi River crossing is consistent with the Interim Develop-
ment Regulations for the Critical Area.

The Council would like to commend the Minnesota Department of Na-
tural Resources for the preparation of a thorough and well supported
draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

=

ROPOLITAN COUNCIL
John Boland, Chairman

JB/Khf

cc: Cliff Aichinger, Critical Areas Coordinator, MEQC

Lynne Takemoto, MC staff
An Agency Created to Coordinate the Planning and Development of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Comprising:

- Anoka County O Carver County O Dakota County 0 Hennepin County O Ramsey County O Scott County O Washington County




GREY CLOUD TOWNSHIP

COUNTY OF WASHINGTON
p. O. RTE. I, ST. PAUL PARK, MINN. 55071

March 15, 1977 VAR T 1sT

TO: Alan Wald, Division of Waters SR O e
Minnesota Dept. of Natural Resources
Centennial Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

FROM:  Roland M. Peek, Chairperson
Board of Supervisors

SUBJECT:EIS, Williams Pipe Line Proposal

In accordance with our phoné conversation extending the time 1imit for response
by our Township, the following comments are submitted from our Board of
Supervisors and Planning Commission:

1. Our Township plans its own hearings because there are a number of
questions still unanswered by the draft EIS. In addition, there
are questions concerning township and/or county ordinances which
must be worked out (burning permits, working hours, etc.)

2. It is my impression that those reading the proposal so far generally
recognized the need for the pipeline and saw the Tlogic of the
~ proposed location. However, a number of officials commented on
the tone of the EIS; the gist of these comments was that it sounded
as if it were written on behalf of the Company rather than an ob-
jective report for Minnesota citizens (this was not a criticism
of the content but a criticism of the apparent point of view).

+3. The EIS does not report anywhere that both the Metropolitan Council
and Washington County have designated portions of Grey Cloud Town-
ship for regional parks,(the Township's own comprehensive plan,
now in preparation, will undoubtedly reflect those designations,
possibly with larger areas included). Further, the Draft states
that Grey Cloud has no recreational land; this may be formally
true in a technical sense, but plans and discussions for some
time have included certain portions for recreation (for example,
some of the reclamation plans for the quarry, plus the aforesaid
discussion about the comprehensive plan and the Critical Areas
classifications as Open Space).

4. Grey Cloud Channel is termed "unnavigable" in Table 5. This is
inconsistent with information I personally received from DNR about
a year ago in regard to a question related to the use of Grey Cloud
Channel for irrigation. We would very much appreciate a clarifica-
tion of this point, plus copies of documents and statutes giving the
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Alan Wald

10.

criteria for classification of waters.

Although Grey Cloud Channel may also be officially classified as

a "general development" body of water, as stated in the Draft EIS,
this is probably inappropriate; our understanding is that it would
more correctly be classified "natural environment". Although this
is perhaps not directly relevant to the draft EIS, we would appre-
ciate knowing your criteria for this classification; perhaps a
site visit by DNR personnel should be considered.

Unfortunately the characteristics of the Mississippi River cross-
ing area were not identified because of the season. This is
regrettable because any river crossing area is especially important,
and because of unique vegetative features in some river areas.

The draft EIS states merely that "willows seem to dominate the
vegetative cover", which is clearly in error. We would suggest

that DNR take a closer look at that area than was reported in the
EIS.

The "reported degradation" of the aquatic community (p.95) will,
it is hoped, continue to be reversed as improvements in river
quality and sewage disposal construction go forward. The impli-
cation in the EIS seems to be that since there was "reported
degradation" this is inevitable, it will continue, and therefore
it justifies adding to the degradation.

The EIS refers to a survey by a "qualified archeologist" along
the Larson Plant flood plain site, as well as an "in-depth"
inspection of the pipeline right of way on either side of the-
river crossing”". Who will select the archeologist for these
tasks, and by whom will he be paid? Shouldn't the EIS include

a statement that his/her findings will be considered in the final
routing? In addition, one would hope that he/she would consult
with local historians and knowledgeable persons.

We have noted that all of the various inspections are to be done

by the company. This raises the obvious questions of the objectiv-
ity of such inspections where findings could be against the com-
pany's financial interests. Is there any provision for input or
supervision by state or other governmental agencies or by inde-
pendent persons or firms?

The EIS states (p.110) that topsoil loss is "largely prevented
where requested by the landowner or tenant, or where desired by
the company for protection of the pipe." Since topsoil is one of
our most valuable assets, and since it is so difficult and some-
times impossible to replace, it is regrettable (a) that the EIS
does not point out that there is essentially no general plan for
reducing topsoil loss, and (b) that the company is not required
to replace topsoil in all areas unless permission is given for
specific exceptions. '

RoTland M.

Peek







